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DETAILED ACTION 
Priority 

1 . Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(a)-(d), which papers 
have been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 58 objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 58 is said to depend on claim 5. In order to examine the invention in light of the 
prior art and based on the dependent claims put forth in the application, the Examiner assumes 
that claim 58 depends on claim 54, 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

1 . Claims 5, 23, 40, 58, and 75 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as containing 

subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled 

in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 

invention. A "step-up operation" as recited in claims 5, 23, 40, 58, and 75 is not described in the 

specification. The Examiner did find a reference to a "set-up operation" in the specification on 

page 21, lines 21-25, which the Examiner assumes is what the Applicant is claiming in the 

recited claims 5, 23, 40, 58, and 75 when the Applicant refers to a "step-up operation". However. 
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even with this assumption made, the "set-up operation" is not fully disclosed in the specification 
to enable one skilled in the art to practice the invention. 

In order to examine the invention in light of the prior art, the Examiner will assume that 
the "set-up operation" disclosed which the Examiner assumes is the "step-up operation" as 
recited in the above claims is a device driver installation. Hereon, the Examiner will refer to the 
operation as a "set-up operation" when examining the invention in view of the prior art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 5, 23, 40, 58, and 75 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 5 recites the limitation "step-up operation" in page 28, lines 6-9. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

In order to examine the invention in light of the prior art, the Examiner will assume the 
"step-up operation" refers to the "set-up operation" disclosed in the specification on page 2 1 , 
lines 21-25. 

5. Claim 23 recites the limitation "step-up operation" in page 34, lines 23-26. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

In order to examine the invention in light of the prior art, the Examiner will assume the 
"step-up operation" refers to the "set-up operation" disclosed in the specification on page 21, 
lines 21-25. 
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6. Claim 40 recites the limitation "step-up operation" in page 39, lines 10-13. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

In order to examine the invention in light of the prior art, the Examiner will assume the 
"step-up operation" refers to the "set-up operation" disclosed in the specification on page 21, 
lines 21-25. 

7. Claim 58 recites the limitation "step-up operation" in page 45, lines 16-19. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

In order to examine the invention in light of the prior art, the Examiner will assume the 
"step-up operation" refers to the "set-up operation" disclosed in the specification on page 2 1 , 
lines 21-25. 

8. Claim 75 recites the limitation "step-up operation" in page 50, lines 20-23. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

In order to examine the invention in light of the prior art, the Examiner will assume the 
"step-up operation" refers to the "set-up operation" disclosed in the specification on page 21, 
lines 21-25. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

10. Claims 17-18, 52-53, and 87-88 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Mayo [US Patent 5 751 965]. 
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Regarding claim 17, Mayo discloses an information processing apparatus connected to a 
network, comprising: 

first saving means for saving information of the own device on said network; 

connecting means for locally connecting a peripheral device thereto; 

second saving means for saving information of said peripheral device connected by said 
connecting means; 

detecting means for detecting a condition of said peripheral device connected by said 
connecting means; and 

transmitting means for transmitting the information saved in said first saving means, the 

information saved in said second saving means, and the condition detected by said 
detecting means to another device in response to a request issued from said another device, 
[column 5, lines 5-48, specifically lines 25-28; column 6, lines 4-21, specifically lines 10-11] 

Claims 52 and 87 are also rejected under 35 USC 102 since claims 52 and 87 contain the 
same limitations contained in claim 17. 

Regarding claim 18, Mayo discloses an information processing apparatus connected to a 
network, comprising: 

first saving means for saying information of the own device on said network; 

connecting means for locally connecting a peripheral device thereto; 

second saving means for saving information of said peripheral device connected by said 
connecting means; 

detecting means for detecting a condition of said peripheral device connected by said 
connecting means; and 
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transmitting means for transmitting the information saved in said first saving means, the 
information saved in said second saving means, and the condition detected by said 

detecting means to another device on said network in a periodic manner, [column 5, lines 5-48, 

specifically lines 40-42] 

Claims 53 and 88 are also rejected under 35 USC 102 since claims 53 and 88 contain the 

same limitations contained in claim 18. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

11. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

12. Claims 1-4, 6-7, 9-12, 15, 19-22, 24-25, 27-30, 32, 36-39, 41-42, 45-47, 49, 54-57, 59-60, 
62-65, 67, 71-74, 76-77, 80-82, and 84 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mayo et al [US Patent 5 751 965] in view of Cuenod et al. [US Patent 5 317 693]. 

Regarding claim 1 , Mayo discloses an information processing apparatus connected to a 
network, comprising: 



Application/Control Number: 09/407,300 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2158 

communicating means for communicating information with each of terminal devices on 
said network; [Figure 1; column'2, lines 10-31] 

first acquiring means for acquiring information related to the terminal device connected 
to said network; [column 3 5 lines 3-7] 

display means for displaying information of a terminal device connected to said network, 
information of a peripheral device connected to said terminal device, and a status thereof based 
upon the information acquired by said first acquiring means, the information acquired by said 
second acquiring means, and the status acquired by said third acquiring means. [Figure 1 1 ; 
column 6, lines 27-31] 

Mayo does not disclose the use of a peripheral locally connected to the terminal device, 
however, Mayo does disclose that there are a plurality of acquiring means for obtaining 
information about and status of devices [column 3, lines 24-38]. 

Cuenod discloses wherein a plurality of peripheral devices which are locally connected to 
a terminal device [Figure 1, items 102, 110-1, 110-2, 110-3, and 110-4]. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use the apparatus as described in Mayo regarding claim 1 with the peripheral devices locally 
connected to a terminal device as described in Cuenod. Cuenod discloses that the peripheral 
device sends an Attention message that reports the status of the peripheral [column 6, lines 55- 
68; column 7, lines 1-24], which would motivate one skilled in the art to use the apparatus 
described in Mayo with a peripheral device in Cuenod. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine the teachings of Mayo and Cuenod to achieve the limitations as described in claim 1 . 
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Claims 36 and 71 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 36 and 71 contain the 
same limitations of claim 1 and therefore fall under the same motivations put forth regarding 
claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 2, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim L Mayo further discloses wherein: 

said first acquiring means, said second acquiring means, and said third acquiring means 
poll the terminal device on said network to acquire both the information and the status thereof 
every time a predetermined time period has passed; and 

said display means updates the display content based upon said polling-acquired 
information and condition, [column 5, lines 5-48, specifically lines 40-42 and 46-48] 

Given the motivations to combine references regarding claim 1, claim 2 is rejected under 
35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 20, 37, 55, and 72 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 20, 37, 55, 
and 72 contains the same limitations of claim 2 and therefore fall under the same motivations put 
forth regarding claim 2. 

Regarding claim 3, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 1. Mayo further discloses wherein: 

said first acquiring means, said second acquiring means, and said third acquiring means 
poll the terminal device on said network to acquire both the information and the status thereof in 
response to a predetermined operation made by a user; and 

said display means updates the display content based upon said polling-acquired 
information and condition, [column 5, lines 5-48, specifically lines 46-48; column 7, lines 6-8] 
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Given the motivations to combine references regarding claim 1, claim 3 is rejected under 
35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 21, 38, 56, and 73 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 21, 38, 56, 
and 73 contain the same limitations of claim 3 and therefore fall under the same motivations put 
forth regarding claim 3. 

Regarding claim 4, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 1. Mayo further discloses wherein: 

said first acquiring means, said second acquiring means, and said third acquiring means 
receive and obtain both the information and the condition notified from the terminal device on 
said network; and 

said display means updates the display content based upon said notified information and 
condition, [column 5, lines 2-48, specifically lines 42-43 and 46-48] 

Given the motivation to combine references regarding claim 1, claim 4 is rejected under 
35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 22, 39, 57, and 74 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 22, 39, 57, 
and 74 contain the same limitations of claim 4 and therefore fall under the same motivations put 
forth regarding claim 4. 

Regarding claim 6, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 1 . Cuenod further discloses wherein: 

said peripheral device is a printer device, [column 1, lines 13-22 specifically line 16] 

Given the motivation for combining references regarding claim 1, claim 6 is also rejected 
under 35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 
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Claims 24, 41, 59, and 76 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 24, 41, 59, 
and 76 contain the same limitations of claim 6 and therefore fall under the same motivations put 
forth regarding claim 6. 

Regarding claim 7, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 1 . Cuenod further discloses wherein: 

said peripheral device is a modem device, [column 1, lines 8-10] 

Given the motivation for combining references regarding claim 1, claim 7 is also rejected 
under 35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 25, 42, 60, and 77 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 25, 42, 60, 
and 77 contain the same limitations of claim 7 and therefore fall under the same motivations put 
forth regarding claim 7. 

Regarding claim 9, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 1 . Mayo further discloses wherein: 

said first acquiring means acquires information of a terminal device within a 
predetermined network domain, [column 1, lines 42-53] 

Given the motivations to combine references regarding claim 1, claim 9 is also rejected 
under 35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 27 and 62 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 27 and 62 contain 
similar or the same limitations as recited in claim 9 and therefore fall under the same motivations 
regarding claim 9. 

Regarding claim 10, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 1 . Mayo further discloses wherein: 
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said display means displays a terminal device and a peripheral device, which are 
displayed, by way of display elements; and 

also displays a connection condition thereof by connecting the respective display 
elements to each other on a display screen thereof. [Figure 1 1 ; column 1 0 5 lines 26-46] 

Given the motivations to combine references regarding claim 1, claim 10 is also rejected 
under 35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 28, 45, 63, and 80 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 28, 45, 63, 
and 80 contain the same limitations as recited in claim 10 and therefore fall under the same 
motivations regarding claim 10. 

Regarding claim 11, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 10. Mayo further discloses wherein: 

said display means displays thereon the connection condition of said peripheral device 
based upon a sort of lines used to connect the terminal device with the peripheral device. 
[Figure 2, items 27A, 27B, and 27C; column 2, lines 38-50] 

Given the motivations to combine references regarding claim 1, claim 1 1 is also rejected 
under 35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 29, 46, 64, and 81 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 29, 46, 64, 
and 81 contain the same limitations as recited in claim 1 1 and therefore fall under the same 
motivations regarding claim 1 1 . 

Regarding claim 12, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 10. Mayo further discloses wherein: 



Application/Control Number: 09/407,300 Page 1 2 

Art Unit: 2158 

when said display means displays the condition of the peripheral device, said display 
means selects an icon corresponding to said condition of the peripheral device from a 
predetermined icon group to display said selected icon, [column 6, lines 60-62] 

Given the motivations to combine references regarding claim 1, claim 12 is also rejected 
under 35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 30, 47, 65, and 82 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 30, 47, 65, 
and 82 contain the same limitations as recited in claim 12 and therefore fall under the same 
motivations regarding claim 12. 

Regarding claim 15, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 12. Mayo further discloses wherein: 

said icon group contains an icon for representing the condition of the peripheral device by 
way of a mesh thereof. [Figure 10, "Legend"; column 10, lines 22-25] 

Given the motivations to combine references regarding claim 1, claim 15 is also rejected 
under 35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 32, 49, 67, and 84 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 32, 49, 67, 
and 84 contain the same limitations as recited in claim 15 and therefore fall under the same 
motivations regarding claim 15. 

Claims 19 and 54 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 19 and 54 contain the 
same limitations as claims 1 and 17 and therefore falls under the same motivations for combining 
the references Mayo and Cuenod as described regarding claim 1 and the reference to Mayo made 
under 35 USC 102 regarding claim 17. 
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13. Claims 5, 23, 40, 58, and 75 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mayo et al. and Cuenod et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Dev et al. [US 
Patent 5 261 044] in which Mayo incorporates by reference. 

Regarding claim 5, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 1 . Mayo and Cuenod do not disclose the use of a selecting means, however, 
Cuenod does disclose the use of a step-up operation for using the peripheral device to carry out 
in response to a selecting operation by the user, [column 1, lines 59-68; column 2, lines 1-21] 

Dev discloses a selecting means for selecting a desirable peripheral device by a user from 
the peripheral devices displayed by said display means, [column 15, lines 28-42] 
Given the motivations to combine the references regarding claim 1 and the fact that Mayo 
incorporates Dev by reference [column 4, lines 64-67; column 5, line 1], claim 5 is also rejected 
under 35 USC 103 using the combination of teachings of Mayo and Cuenod. 

Claims 23, 40, 58, and 75 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 23, 40, 58, 
and 75 contain the same limitations of claim 5 and therefore fall under the same motivations put 
forth regarding claim 5. 

14. Claims 8, 26, 43, 61, and 78 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mayo et al. and Cuenod et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Barrett [US 
Patent 5 935 262]. 

Regarding claim 8, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 1 . Mayo and Cuenod does not disclose the use of an image input device. 
Barrett discloses wherein: 
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said peripheral device is an image input device, [column 1, lines 22-39 specifically line 



It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use the apparatus as described in Mayo and Cuenod regarding claim 1 with the image input 
device peripheral as described in Barrett. Barrett discloses that such a image input device is a 
intelligent and interactive network member including the ability transmit data about the devices 
status and operational parameters [column 1, lines 28-36]. which would motivate one skilled in 
the art to use the apparatus described in Mayo and Cuenod with the image input device as 
described in Barrett. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Mayo, 
Cuenod, and Barrett to achieve the limitations as described in claim 8. 

Claims 26, 43, 61, and 78 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 26, 43, 61, 
and 78 contain the same limitations of claim 8 and therefore fall under the same motivations 
regarding claim 8. 

15. Claims 13, 33, 50, 68, and 85 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mayo et al. and Cuenod et al. as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Seymour [US 
Patents 109 486]. 

Regarding claim 13, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 12. Mayo and Cuenod do not disclose the use of an icon denoting whether a 
peripheral device is busy or not under use, however, Cuenod discloses the use of peripherals as 
described above and Mayo discloses the use of icons to denote conditions of a device also as 
described above. 

Seymour discloses wherein: 



30-31] 
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an indication that a device is busy and also another representing that a device is not under 
use. [column 9, lines 44-48] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use the apparatus as described in Mayo and Cuenod regarding claim 12 with the indication of a 
device being busy or not busy as described in Seymour. Seymour discloses wherein devices on a 
network inform of the updated status of any device changes [column 4, lines 50-53], which 
would motivate one skilled in the art to combine the teachings of Mayo, Cuenod, and Seymour. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Mayo, Cuenod, and Seymour 
to achieve the limitations as described in claim 13. 

Claims 33, 50, 68, and 85 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 33. 50, 68. 
and 85 contain the same limitations as recited in claim 13 and therefore fall under the same 
motivations regarding claim 13. 

16. Claims 14, 31, 48, 66, and 83 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mayo et al. and Cuenod et al. as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Knodt et al. 
[US Patent 5 987 535]. 

Regarding claim 14, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 12. Mayo and Cuenod do not disclose the use of a moving picture 
representation. 

Knodt discloses wherein:, 

said icon group contains an icon for representing the condition of the peripheral device by 
way of a moving picture representation. [Figure 10, 11, and 12, item 78 in each figure; column 4, 
lines 66-67, column 5, lines 1-8] 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use the apparatus as described in Mayo and Cuenod regarding claim 12 with the moving picture 
representation as described in Knodt. Knodt discloses wherein it is desired to provide the 
immediate status and capability of a device by displaying an indicator [column 2, lines 26-38], 
which would motivate one skilled in the art to combine the teachings of Mayo, Cuenod, and 
Knodt. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Mayo, Cuenod, and 
Knodt to achieve the limitations as described in claim 14. 

Claims 31, 48, 66, and 83 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 31, 48, 66, 
and 83 contain the same limitations as recited in claim 14 and therefore fall under the same 
motivations regarding claim 14. 

17. Claims 35 and 70 rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mayo et al. 
and Cuenod et al. as applied to claim 30 above, and further in view of Knodt et al. [US Patent 5 
987 535] 

Regarding claim 35, Mayo and Cuenod disclose a system according to claim 30. Mayo 
and Cuenod do not disclose the use of a printer device showing a plurality of print jobs pending. 
Knodt discloses wherein: 

said peripheral device is a printer device; and said icon group contains such an icon 
which indicates that a plurality of print jobs are pending. [Figure 10, item 72; column 4, line 20] 

Claim 35 is rejected under 35 USC 103 since the motivation to combine the references of 
Mayo, Cuenod, and Knodt are described above regarding claim 14. 

Claim 70 is also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claim 70 contains the same limitations 
as recited in claim 35 and therefore falls under the same motivations for combining references. 
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18. Claims 16, 34, 51, 69, and 86 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mayo et al. and Cuenod et al. as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of "Windows 95 
Troubleshooting: Device Manager Error Codes" by InfiniSource (hereon referred to as 
"Troubleshooting") . 

Regarding claim 16, Mayo and Cuenod disclose an information processing apparatus 
according to claim 12. Mayo and Cuenod do not disclose an icon which indicates that a driver 
program is not installed. 

"Troubleshooting" discloses wherein: 

said icon group contains an icon for indicating that a driver program for controlling a 
peripheral device is not installed in the own device, [page 1, "Device Manager Error Codes" 
specifically "X indicates a disabled device"; page 3, "Code 8"] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use the appartatus as described in Mayo and Cuenod regarding claim 12 with the icon 
representing a uninstalled device driver as described in "Troubleshooting". "Troubleshooting" 
discloses that the operating system Windows produces a display of the status of a device [page 1 , 
"Device Manager Error Codes" specifically the line that recites "If there is a problem with one of 
your devices, Windows will list the device with 1 to 3 symbols in the Device Manager"], which 
would motivate one skilled in the art to combine the teachings of Mayo, Cuenod, and 
"Troubleshooting". Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Mayo, 
Cuenod, and "Troubleshooting" to achieve the limitations as described in claim 16. 
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Claims 34, 51, 69, and 86 are also rejected under 35 USC 103 since claims 34, 51, 69, 
and 86 contain the same limitations as recited in claim 16 and therefore fall under the same 
motivations regarding claim 16. 



19. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US Patent 5 832 298 to Sanchez et al. 

US Patent 5 353 399 to Kuwamoto et al. 

US Patent 6 003 078 to Kodimer et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to George Neurauter whose telephone number is 703-305-4565. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8am-4:30pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz R. Sheikh can be reached on 703-305-9648. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-746-7239 for regular 
communications and 703-746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-746-7240. 



Conclusion 




DAVID WILEY 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



